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Mr. A. Gillich; Dean R. Vershingel; Prof. J. 
Whitelaw; Mr. J. Mathewson 


The meeting was called to order at 2:10 p.m. The Chairman advised that the 
first part of the meeting is a "Closed Session" dealing with Honourary 
Degrees. 


OPEN SESSION 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. REME, SECONDED BY DEAN PINSKY, 
THAT THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF JANUARY 30, 1976 BE 
APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Dr. O'Brien advised that while the fact that a strike in the Library has been 
announced for next week, it is always impossible to say up until the last 
moment whether or not an announced strike will take place. Negotiations 
this year are divided into two parts, the "sectoral table" and the "local table." 


The "local table" deals with issues that are dealt with strictly between 
Concordia University and the Library Union. These negotiations have 
shown some significant progress within the past ten days and are going on 
yesterday and today at the "local table." 


The "sectoral table" is the area in which several universities and unions are 
involved. This is the "table" at which monetary issues are dealt with and it is 
an area where progress is more difficult, partly because of the complexity of 
the negotiating process. 


The "sectoral table" is also an area in which Concordia is very much a minor 
element since for other Quebec universities it is the bulk of their support 
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staff who are involved in the negotiations. A certain amount of the time is 
therefore spent on issues which are of no direct application to Concordia. 


Dr. O'Brien reminded Senators that he had announced at the last Senate 
meeting that he had appointed Prof. Bordan to meet with various people 
concerned with Science on the two campuses in an attempt to bring forward 
a proposal for the organization of Science for the future of Concordia. This 
is now going ahead but there was no expectation that this would yield 
results within a month. In the interim, a freeze has been placed on the 
Library Acquisitions budget in the area of Science at the level of last year 
plus ten percent. He advised Senate that the Library Committee has written 
to him expressing concern over the freeze on the Acquisitions budget and he 
is in the process of replying to them. 


In response to a question, Dr. O'Brien advised that he is prepared to 
reconsider the freeze, either in general or in-detail, as events move forward, 
and if it should seem to make sense he is prepared to consider releasing 
funds department by department. He emphasized, however, that we have to 
look for an overall approach to the question of Science and not simply 
department by department. 


In response to a question concerning Visual Arts, Dean Pinsky confirmed 
that it has been proposed that Visual Arts students be shifted from the 
Loyola campus to the Sir George Williams campus for the coming year and 
that Music would move into the space presently used by the Visual Arts 
students. He also advised that he had spoken to the students concerned last 
week and explained the situation to them. 


Concern was expressed that while there was student representation on the 
Fine Arts Faculty Council, there was no student representation at the 
departmental level in Visual Arts where proposals concerning curriculum 
and academic programmes are developed. 


Replying to a question concerning a memorandum dated January 13, 1976, 
from the Vice-Rector, Academic, Prof. Bordan advised that the 
memorandum to the Deans consisted of six individual items of which four 
deal with the means for legitimate student advice and input into the 
decision-making process in faculty evaluation. In effect, they lay out an 
ordinance which says that Chairmen must elicit such advice and provide 
various mechanisms for this. 


The other two items deal with two equally legitimate concerns of faculty 
members: the way in which their personnel files are handled, and the 
principle of peer judgment at the point of final decision. The memo states 
that faculty personnel files are not open to students and Prof. Bordan stated 
that it was his understanding that this-reflects the way in which both Loyola 
and Sir George Williams have historically operated. He was led to believe 
that on the whole, faculty personnel files, including letters of 
recommendation, have been considered, and ought to continue to be 
considered:, a confidential set of documents, 
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Dean Breen advised that the Loyola practice involved various levels, the 
Appeals Board level, the Review Board, the Tenure Board, and the 
Departmental level. He explained that it was made quite clear in the former 
Loyola Senate, as a result of a survey made of the full-time faculty 
members, that there was an overwhelming majority of the faculty who were 
opposed to having students on the Appeals Board, the Review Board and 
the Tenure Board and that the student input should be at the Departmental 
level. This was discussed at a Faculty Council meeting, but he pointed out 
that a Faculty Council is not the legislative body for contractual matters. 


Dean Breen stressed that the main purpose of the memorandum was to make 
sure that there would be some mechanism developed in each department for 
legitimate student input into contractual matters. He also advised that 
recently on the Loyola campus, there have been departmental students 
associations that have refused to be on departmental committees because 
they prefer to have their own committees where they can make 
recommendations to the Dean and Chairmen regarding the teaching 
effectiveness and availability of professors in the departments. 


It was suggested that since this was a matter of some significance, we may 
want to allocate some time specifically to it at the next Senate meeting. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that he would be content to refer the question to the 
Steering Committee but he would have to consider very carefully the 
possibility of inserting on the Senate agenda for specific discussion, items 
that are not within the mandate of Senate. At the very least, the format in 
which such items may be so inserted will have to be considered very 
carefully. That is a problem for the Steering Committee to deal with. 


In response to a question concerning the recent dismissal of Malcolm Stone, 
Information Director, Dr. O'Brien advised that from what he has read in the 
newspapers, Malcolm Stone intends to appeal to him but has not yet done 
so. He felt therefore, that it would be inappropriate for him to make any 
statements concerning the merits of Mr. Stone's case until such time as the 
appeal has been received and dealt with. From the point of view of 
presenting information, Dr. O'Brien read a statement which had been issued 
yesterday by Sterling Dorrance. 


Replying to a question concerning appeal procedures for non-unionized 
support staff, Dr. O'Brien advised that a grievance procedure existed and 
was outlined in the Policy Manual. While it does not provide for the 
Personnel Committee of the Board of Governors to deal with individual 
cases, a review of the grievance-procedures is a responsibility of the 
Personnel Committee of the Board. 


Concerning the Report from the Ad Hoc Committee on Undergraduate 
Academic Regulations (DOC-US-76-1-D6), Dr. O'Brien reminded Senate 
that at the last meeting of Senate, the motion to "approve the proposals from 
the Ad Hoe Committee on Undergraduate Academic Regulations" was 
tabled; than an amendment which stated "that after two years of operation, a 
statistical analysis of grades be made, course by course, and that the results 


be made available to Senate", was approved; and that a further amendment 
"that a Faculty Council may recommend to Senate that only one of the two 
systems be used in that Faculty" was tabled along with the original motion 
as amended. This is the point at which the debate Is to be resumed. 


The following general reactions from the various Faculty Councils were 
presented: the concerns of the $.G.W. Arts Faculty Council were to have 
the numerical base of the B and C categories increased to 70 and 60 
respectively, that the description be changed from "Excellent," to "Very 
Good, Acceptable and Marginal," and that the absolute preference would be 
to have a letter grade system exclusively, with the possibility of plus and 
minus with the letter grades; resolutions passed by the Loyola Arts and 
Science Faculty Council (DOC-US-76-2-D6) have been distributed to 
Senate, and essentially, the Council was in favour of adopting Part I of the 
Report, with a proviso concerning grade statistics, and Parts II and III with 
an amendment to the section on Academic Probation; the $S.G.W. Science 
Faculty Council approved the document with amendments to Part II, section 
(a) and to the "With Great Distinction Category" in Part III; the Fine Arts 
Faculty Council was In favour of a letter grade system with plus and minus; 
the Engineering Faculty Council preferred one system rather than both, and 
a report from the Council has been tabled with Senate (DOC-US-76-2-D4); 
the Commerce and Administration Faculty Council was essentially in favour 
of the proposal but wished to adopt a Grade Point Ave-rage system and also 
to abolish supplemental examinations within the Faculty. 


Dr, O'Brien stated that technically what is on the floor at the moment is the 
amendment concerning a Faculty's right to recommend that only one of the 
systems be used in that Faculty, He suggested, however, that to pick the 
debate up at that point, Senate would be debating from a most complicated 
starting point-and that it would be more effective to debate first the 
fundamental question of whether we should have two systems, letter grades 
and percentages, or one system. Senate agreed to this suggestion. 


The feeling was expressed that the letter grade system would be more 
effective in that it would provide faculty members with the ability to adjust 
their marks from year to year as opposed to being restricted to absolute 
numbers. 


In response to a question concerning the technical ability to operate with two 
systems, Dr. O'Brien advised that he was not aware of any technical 
problems in the use or recording of the two different sets of grades until we 
come to the need to compute an average of some sort. At this point, there is 
no problem in computing averages provided that an arbitrary rule for 
conversion is accepted and held to. If Senate is prepared to accept that a 
student who has been awarded 79 will receive 3 points for averaging 
purposes, a student who is awarded a 65 will receive 3 points for averaging 
purposes, and a student who is awarded a "B" will receive 3 points for 
averaging purposes, without arguing that somehow the system should 
recognize that 79 is better than 65, then we have a conversion system. The 
problems are not technical, but rather rest with a willingness to accept the 
arbitrary principle that when you have a letter and a numerical system 


running side by side, for the purpose of making comparisons among 
students by means of a grade point average, you will do it in that particular 
way. 


It was suggested that the arbitrary element could in fact be removed by 
making the numerical intervals even. It was pointed out that while this 
would come closer to eliminating certain difficulties, there would still 
remain elements of arbitrariness. Specifically the case where the student 
who receives 69 would be treated identically with the student who receives 
61. 


It was argued that if the two systems are allowed, when ranking students 
for prizes, etc., councils will be tempted to consider numerical grades if 
these happen to be present and the system will break down at that point. 


It was argued that if we do not have the additional information provided by 
numerical grades then we do not consider them. However, given the 
additional information, there is no reason for ruling out the possibility of 
considering it just because in some cases it will not be available. 


It was suggested that for external purposes, not only should we be reporting 
the alphabetical and numerical grades, but we should also include the grade 
point average. 


It was argued that according to the information provided on grading systems 
of other Canadian Universities, we would be-unique if we were to report all 
three systems. 


It was also argued that the Report from the Ad Hoc Committee on 
Undergraduate Academic Regulations (DOC-US-76-1-D6) was 
symptomatic of the malaise that has been present in the Senate for the past 
three years, Another Concordia Committee has created another camel. We 
cannot blame the Committee because it was instructed to do so. This is, in 
fact, an attempt to meld a Loyola system with a Sir George Williams 
system. This, quite frankly, does not work. What is needed is a unique 
Concordia system. 


With respect to the amendment which was on the floor, concern was 
expressed over the possible implication that if a Faculty selects one of the 
systems it rejects the other. If this is so, it would create difficulties for 
students who transfer from one Faculty to another, or for students who may 
take courses in another Faculty. If a Faculty opts for one system, it should 
be understood that the conversion table is still there. 


The following example was given to indicate the additional confusion which 
will arise from using a multiple grading system: 


- a student who receives numerical grades of 100, 79, 54, 54, 54, 
and 49, is given alphabetical grades of A, B, D, D, D, F; the 
average of the numerical grades is 65 which means the student is a 
"B" student; the grade point average is 1.66 which, when looked at 


from the point of view of the conversion table is somewhere 
between 54 and 55, and in those instances where the grade point 
average is used, such as Engineering, 1.66 represents a failed 
student. 


While it was noted that the above was an extreme example, it nonetheless 
points out some of the confusion which will arise from using two number 
systems and argues for a single system. 


It was suggested that the real issue was whether professors would be 
allowed or required to go beyond a certain categorizing into a finer ranking. 


It was argued that we could have a dual system which avoids the difficulties 
in averaging provided that the categories are of equal dimensions. 


It was pointed out that the recommendation from the Committee was 
something which was developed between the two campuses and reflects 
both philosophies of education inherent in the two campuses; that there were 
faculty resource personnel from each of the Faculties on the Committee, as 
well as student and administration input; that these recommendations have 
taken a year to develop and we should now take a straw vote before 
proceeding with the debate. 


It was argued that there was a whole evaluation system built into what is 
then reported in numbers and what we are actually talking about was 
changing the whole teaching and evaluation technique of the faculty and it is 
a question of learning a whole new approach in teaching and evaluation, 
which is a major matter. 


The Chairman pointed out that if we vote for a single system, then we have 
to decide whether it is going to be basically a letter system or a numerical 
system, and we would have to contemplate the interface between that 

system and the grade point equivalent If there should be one; alternatively, if 
Senate moves in the direction of a multiple system, then the question which 
would be put would be is Senate prepared to accept the arithmetic 
incongruities which have been pointed out, or would Senate wish to find a 
system which would minimize such incongruities. 


A "straw vote" was taken on the following questions: 


a) "How many Senators believe that we should commit ourselves at 
this point to examining the multiple system in the serious expectation 
that a multiple system, including both letters and numbers, can be 
made to work?" 


b) "How many Senators believe that we should seriously examine 
having a single system, including the possibility of having a grade 
point average attached to the single system!" 


- The result was 19 to 17 in favour of the multiple system - 
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The Chairman suggested that we now have to look to the technicalities of 
the multiple system to see what can be worked out and proposed that, If we 
are going to have a multiple system, an attempt should be made to eliminate 
some of the arithmetic incongruities that have been noted. It was not his 
intention to refer this back to the Committee at this point because what we 
now have is essentially a technical problem, and he will reflect over the 
week-end on question of-who should handle it. A report will be prepared 
for the next Senate meeting. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. RENNIE, SECONDED BY PROF. XISTRIS, 
THAT THE LIST OF JURIES FOR AWARDS FOR CREATIVE WORK 
IN THE ARTS (DOC.US-76-2-D5) BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. RENNIE, SECONDED BY MR. BUSHE, 
THAT MR. C. WISNIEWSKI BE APPOINTED TO THE PRIORITIES 
AND RESOURCE ALLOCATION COMMITTEE AS AN EVENING 
STUDENT REPRESENTATIVE (DOC-US-76-2-D7). 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. COHEN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
BRUNET, THAT THE RESOLUTION FROM THE STEERING 
COMMITTEE CONCERNING SMOKING (DOC-US-76-2-D3) BE 
APPROVED. 


In response to a question Dr, O'Brien advised that if this is to become a 
formal regulation It would have to be passed by the Board of Governors to 
make it enforceable. 


Concerns were expressed over the ability of faculty members to enforce 
such a regulation along with a hesitation to approve legislation which may 
not be enforceable. 


It was pointed out that while there was no simple way of enforcing a 
regulation such as this, an important part of such enforcement is the moral 
suasion that is represented by Senate taking a stand one way or another on 
the issue. 


It was agreed by the mover and seconder of the motion that the following be 
added to the motion: 


- "AND THAT THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS BE REQUESTED TO 
PASS A REGULATION TO PREVENT SMOKING IN CLASSROOMS, 
ETC. - 


It was agreed that the motion be split when the vote is taken. It was argued 
that the resolution would have zero consequence unless the Board of 
Governors establishes a method of enforcement. If it is to have any effect it 
must have an enforceable sanction. 
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- THE FIRST PART OF THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED - 


It was argued that there are a number of people who are heavily addicted to 
the use of tobacco and there were settings within the University where one 
or two people smoking in a corner is not going to inconvenience anyone. 
Using a certain amount of common sense it is possible to arrive at a solution 
whereby the wishes of non-smokers can be met. We could also bring in a 
regulation which would be extremely difficult to enforce and will cause 
another inconvenience to another significant population. The regulation 
which has just been passed is enforceable and there is no need to go beyond 
this. 


It was pointed out that the prime responsibility for enforcing the regulation 
is on the Instructor who is in charge of the space in question when it Is 
being used for instructional purposes. 


- THE SECOND PART OF THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
NOT CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. BUSHE, SECONDED BY MR. RENNIE 
THAT: 


"WHEREAS MEMBERSHIP OF DECISION-MAKING BODIES IN A 
UNIVERSITY IS A FUNDAMENTAL QUESTION PRE-BASIC TO THE 
PEDAGOGICAL CONCERNS THESE BODIES DEAL WITH, 


WHEREAS PRESENT DAY PRACTICES ARE UNCLEAR IN MANY 
CASES, 


WHEREAS DAY-TO-DAY POLICIES HAVE BEEN OPERATIONAL 
FOR THE PAST TWO YEARS AND A REVIEW AT THIS TIME IS 
APPROPRIATE, 


AND WHEREAS MANY OF THE PRESENT POLICIES HAVE 
EVOLVED IN A DAY-TO-DAY FASHION, WITH CONSIDE RAB LE 
THOUGHT AS TO THE GLOBAL SYSTEM OF UNIVERSITY 
DECISION-MAKING LACKING, 


BE IT RESOLVED THAT: 


1) SENATE ESTABLISH AN AD HOC COMMITTEE TO REVIEW 
AND REPORT TO SENATE ON THE EFFECTIVENESS AND 
EFFICIENCY OF: 


a) THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS, SENATE, AND 
FACULTY COUNCILSO SPECIFICALLY THE 
COMPOSITION OF THESE BODIESO THEIR 
MANDATES AND THEIR SYSTEMS OF COMMITTEES' 
AND HOW PEOPLE ARE CHOSEN TO SIT ON THEM; 
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b) THE FINANCIAL DECISION-MAKING SYSTEM OF 
THE UNIVERSITY AND HOW IT INTERACTS WITH 
THE ACADEMIC SYSTEM OF DECISIONMAKING; 


c) THE TOTAL UNIVERSITY COMMUNITY'S INPUT 
INTO THE DECISION-MAKING PROCESS. 


2) THAT THIS COMMITTEE BE COMPOSED OF 1 
ADMINISTRATOR, 2 FACULTY AND 2 STUDENTS FROM 
LOYOLA, AND THE SAME FROM SIR GEORGE. 


3) THAT THIS COMMITTEE ADD ANY ADDITIONAL AREAS OF 
REIVEW TO ITS MANDATE AS IT SEES FIT. 


4) THAT THIS COMMITTEE SET UP ITS OWN RULES OF 
PROCEDURE AND ELECT ITS OWN CHAIRPERSON. 


AND 

5) THAT THIS COMMITTEE LOOK AT JANUARY 1977 AS A 
TARGET DATE FOR MAKING PRELIMINARY REPORTS 
BACK TO SENATE." 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. COHEN, SECONDED BY PROF. XISTRIS 
THAT THE MOTION BE TABLED. 


In response to a question as to whether or not this would be a priority item 
on the agenda for the next Senate meeting, Dr. O'Brien advised that it 
would be on the agenda but it will be up to the Steering Committee to decide 
if it is to be a priority item. 

- THE MOTION TO TABLE WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. RENNIE, SECONDED BY PROF. BRUNET, 
THAT THE MEETING BE ADJOURNED - 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 
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